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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 24 March 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In regards to claim 1 , Applicant argues that there is no suggestion in the Rolker 
or Yanagisawa to include monitoring the pressure within the system with multiple 
pressure gauges with "different pressure ranges". The argument further concludes that 
this conclusion can only be reached by hindsight reasoning. In response to applicant's 
argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper 
hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a 
sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it 
takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time 
the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 
1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). Specifically, the teaching of multiple devices to 
detect pressure in multiple ranges, while included in the specification of the present 
application, was in fact well known in the art at the time of invention. The teachings of 
Yanagisawa regarding the fluctuation of pressure within the airtight room does in fact 
allow one of ordinary skill in the art to realize the benefits of a second gauge with a 
different pressure range for the measuring of leaks at a different pressure due simply to 
the understanding that accuracy at lower pressure levels would be greatly increased by 
a lower level pressure gauge. While Yanagisawa does not explicitly teach multiple 
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gauges at different pressure ranges, it does teach the use of multiple gauges and the 
reasoning as to why multiple ranges would be beneficial. 

Applicant further argues that although the Yanagisawa reference teaches 
evacuating an airtight area in communication with a valve, there is no teaching towards 
depressurizing the fuel supply channel until the pressure enters a pressure range in 
which it can be monitored by the pressure monitoring devices. Yanagisawa teaches as 
seen in column 1 that the target object to be tested is in communication with an airtight 
room. The room is then evacuated (read "depressurized") and the pressure within 
monitored by accordingly. While the reference does not specifically state that the room 
is depressurized to a point where the pressure gauges can monitor it, it is understood 
that it would be impossible to monitor the pressure within the room if it was above or 
below the pressure ranges detectable by the gauges. 

Regarding the third argument of the remarks, although the specification of the 
present invention does in fact include the benefits towards accuracy by using a smaller 
range pressure gauge in the system, the idea of accuracy as it pertains to measured 
ranges was known in the art. It was known that greater accuracy would be achieved in 
measuring of small pressures by using a gauge including only small range between 
minimum and maximum. As one would not use a meter stick to measure millimeters 
accurately, in a similar manner, one would not use a 500psi pressure gauge to measure 
1 or 2 psi accurately. 

The following reasoning applies to the remaining independent claims 7 and 8 
along with all claims depending therefrom. 
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By amendment, the previous rejection of claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) has 
been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rolker US Patent 4,825,198 (hereinafter referred to as Rolker) in view of Yanagisawa 
US Patent 6,167,749 B1 (hereinafter referred to as Yanagisawa). 

Regarding claim 1 , Rolker discloses a method and apparatus for testing the 
tightness of two valves arranged in a fluid line. The embodiment as depicted in figure 2 
of the drawings comprises a main valve Vi, a second valve located downstream from 
the first, V 2 , between them forming a line 4 which reads on the "gas supply channel" as 
claimed. There further exists means for monitoring the pressure within line 4 in the 
pressure sensing device 5 (column 5 lines 34-43). The pressure within line 4 is initially 
set to a predetermined pressure which is lower than the upstream pressure as 
described in column 2 lines 1-10 or column 8 lines 46-49, thus the pressure flowing 
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through would need to be reduced. Rolker does not disclose a "depressurization 
treatment device" for depressurizing the inside of the supply channel as claimed. 

Yanagisawa discloses a method and apparatus for detecting a gas leak in which 
an airtight area in communication with a valve to be tested is evacuated and pressure 
readings are subsequently taken (column 1 lines 41-50). The device used for the 
evacuation is described and seen in figure 1 as an evacuation pump 16 which is located 
downstream of the valves to be tested V1-V5. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use an evacuation pump such as that 
in Yanagisawa in the system of Rolker as a "depressurization treatment" device to lower 
the pressure (depressurize) of the supply channel to the desired pressure for monitoring 
via means of monitoring devices, without having to introduce any additional elements 
into the test area which could also leak, causing false results. 

Figure 1 of the drawings of Rolker show the controller of the system which is 
described in detail in column 6 lines 62-69 and summarized in column 2 lines 56-69. 
This "determination device" allows the line 4 to fill with fluid under pressure and closes 
all valves Vi, and V 2 in order to take determine the operating state of the valves. Based 
on the changing pressure of detected by unit 5, the system can determine which, if 
either, of the valves is leaking. 

There only exists a single "pressure monitoring device" in Rolker for determining 
the pressure of the sealed space. The invention as disclosed by Yanagisawa discloses 
the use of multiple pressure gauges to measure the pressure at different points. 
Column 3 lines 37-49 describe the pressure gauges and their ratings as being higher 
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than the expected highest pressure in the system. Since the pressure can fluctuate, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use 
more than a single pressure gauge, with different ranges, in the system to account for 
higher or lower pressures than average. This would allow for greater precision in the 
system since using smaller, more accurate ranges to determine even the slightest leaks 
in the valves. 

Regarding claim 2, once the pressure in the supply line has been set, the 
pressure monitoring device is selected to monitor the pressure as claimed. The 
pressure in the system could be adjusted by the evacuation pump of Yanagisawa which 
would result in the pressure of the supply channel being "attained by depressurization" 
as claimed. 

Regarding claim 3, the process of Rolker describes in the background of the 
invention a method of determining which valve is leaking by monitoring a pressure of 
the channel, wherein an increase in pressure determines a leak in the upstream valve 
and a decrease determines a leak in the downstream valve (column 2 lines 1-11). 
Further, Rolker states that by setting a limit pressure in the channel, then shutting the 
valves and taking a reading after a holding time will determine that the upstream valve 
is tight when the measured pressure is below the limit or the downstream valve is tight 
when the measured pressure is above the limit (column 8 lines 53-58). This could also 
be taken as a leak exists in the first valve when the pressure rises to or above the 
preset limit and a leak exists in the second valve (or supply channel) when the pressure 
falls to or below the preset limit. 
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Regarding claim 4, the process of Rolker describes in the background of the 
invention a method of determining which valve is leaking by monitoring a pressure of 
the channel, wherein an increase in pressure determines a leak in the upstream valve 
and a decrease determines a leak in the downstream valve (column 2 lines 1-11). 
Further, Rolker states that by setting a limit pressure in the channel, then shutting the 
valves and taking a reading after a holding time will determine that the upstream valve 
is tight when the measured pressure is below the limit or the downstream valve is tight 
when the measured pressure is above the limit (column 8 lines 53-58). This could also 
be taken as a leak exists in the first valve when the pressure rises to or above the 
preset limit and a leak exists in the second valve (or supply channel) when the pressure 
falls to or below the preset limit. 

Regarding claim 5, the test fluid in the system of Rolker would have to be 
disposed of or stored after the testing is complete since it cannot merely disposed of 
into the air. Yanagisawa shows the test fluid evacuated to a gas disposal plant which 
would be one form of a "recovery tank" as claimed. Since the gas source is a 
pressurized tank, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to store the gas in a similar pressurized tank or even return it to the 
source tank in order to ensure there is enough space for storage. To do this, the gas 
would have to be compressed and driven back into the tank. A number of compressors 
could be used, including a turbine compressor with a pump to fill/refill the tank. 



Application/Control Number: 10/590,855 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2856 

Regarding claim 6, the "shutdown valve" and "main valve" of the system would 
need to be closed during the depressurization of the system in order to maintain the 
predetermined lower pressure for testing as described previously. 

Regarding claim 7, Rolker discloses a method and apparatus for testing the 
tightness of two valves arranged in a fluid line. The embodiment as depicted in figure 2 
of the drawings comprises a main valve a second valve located downstream from 
the first, V 2 , between them forming a line 4 which reads on the "gas supply channel" as 
claimed. There further exists means for monitoring the pressure within line 4 in the 
pressure sensing device 5 (column 5 lines 34-43). The pressure within line 4 is initially 
set to a predetermined pressure which is lower than the upstream pressure as 
described in column 2 lines 1-10 or column 8 lines 46-49, thus the pressure flowing 
through would need to be reduced. Rolker does not disclose a "depressurization 
treatment device" for depressurizing the inside of the supply channel as claimed. 

Yanagisawa discloses a method and apparatus for detecting a gas leak in which 
an airtight area in communication with a valve to be tested is evacuated and pressure 
readings are subsequently taken (column 1 lines 41-50). The device used for the 
evacuation is described and seen in figure 1 as an evacuation pump 16 which is located 
downstream of the valves to be tested V1-V5. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use an evacuation pump such as that 
in Yanagisawa in the system of Rolker as a "depressurization treatment" device to lower 
the pressure (depressurize) of the supply channel to the desired pressure for monitoring 
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via means of monitoring devices, without having to introduce any additional elements 
into the test area which could also leak, causing false results. 

Figure 1 of the drawings of Rolker show the controller of the system which is 
described in detail in column 6 lines 62-69 and summarized in column 2 lines 56-69. 
This "determination device" allows the line 4 to fill with fluid under pressure and closes 
all valves Vi, and V 2 in order to take determine the operating state of the valves. Based 
on the changing pressure of detected by unit 5, the system can determine which, if 
either, of the valves is leaking. 

There only exists a single "pressure monitoring device" in Rolker for determining 
the pressure of the sealed space. The invention as disclosed by Yanagisawa discloses 
the use of multiple pressure gauges to measure the pressure at different points. 
Column 3 lines 37-49 describe the pressure gauges and their ratings as being higher 
than the expected highest pressure in the system. Since the pressure can fluctuate, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use 
more than a single pressure gauge, with different ranges, in the system to account for 
higher or lower pressures than average. This would allow for greater precision in the 
system since using smaller, more accurate ranges to determine even the slightest leaks 
in the valves. 

Regarding claim 8, the method of Rolker involves providing two valves (i.e. a 
main valve and a shutdown valve), closing said valves and presetting a limit pressure in 
between the two valves (column 8 lines 53-58). The preset limit is described as being 
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approximately half of the upstream pressure. There is no specific method used for 
depressurization of the supply channel mentioned in the disclosure. 

Yanagisawa discloses a method and apparatus for detecting a gas leak in which 
an airtight area in communication with a valve to be tested is evacuated and pressure 
readings are subsequently taken (column 1 lines 41-50). The device used for the 
evacuation is described and seen in figure 1 as an evacuation pump 16 which is located 
downstream of the valves to be tested V1-V5. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use an evacuation pump such as that 
in Yanagisawa in the system of Rolker as a "depressurization treatment" device to lower 
the pressure of the supply channel to the desired pressure to allow for a pressure 
reduction without having to introduce any additional elements into the test area which 
could also leak, causing false results. Running the pump while the valves are being 
shut would allow for the pressure to lower inside the "sealed space" to a desired point 
before closing the shutdown valve and beginning pressure measurements. 

By allowing the system to rest for a set amount of time, a variation of pressure 
may be monitored in between the "main valve" and "shutdown valve" after they have 
both been closed as claimed. The "operation state" of the main valve can then be 
determined as described in column 8 lines 53-58 or column 2 lines 1-11. The 
predetermined pressure as described in the background would be the point at which the 
shutdown valve is shut and the "sealed space is depressurized to a pressure range in 
which the pressure can be detected in a pressure sensor" since at this point the 
pressure sensor would be used to determine the pressure within the sealed space. 
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Regarding claim 9, the invention as disclosed by Yanagisawa discloses the use 
of multiple pressure gauges to measure the pressure at different points. Column 3 lines 
37-49 describe the pressure gauges and their ratings as being higher than the expected 
highest pressure in the system. Since the pressure can fluctuate, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use more than a 
single pressure gauge in the system to account for higher or lower pressures than 
average. This would allow for greater precision in the system since using smaller, more 
accurate ranges to determine even the slightest leaks in the valves. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARK SHABMAN whose telephone number is 
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(571)270-3263. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30am - 5:00pm, EST 
(Alternating Fridays Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hezron Williams can be reached on (571) 272-2208. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. S./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2856 
/Hezron Williams/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2856 



